By ROBERT SHERRILL 


In 1950, at the conclusion of what 
was probably the most important trial 
of our time, a Federal jury declared 
Alger Hiss guilty of perjury — though, 
in effect, this was really a conviction 
for espionage — and sent him to prison 
for three years and eight months. 

The verdict (an earlier jury was 
hung 8 to 4 for conviction) meant 
that the jury sided with his accuser, 
Whittaker Chambers, a man of many 
aliases, whose record until early 
middle age was that of a college 
dropout, poet, petty thief, editor of 
the Daily Worker and the New Masses, 
employee of the Communist Party: 
and whose later years were spent 
as government informer, editor of 
Time magazine and farmer. His appeal 
to many romantic intellectuals, as 
John Leonard recently ' pointed out 
in The Times, was that of the pre- 
eminent "anti-hero.” 

Alger Hiss’s career, at least on the 
surface, was just the opposite. He 
was . the classic establishment square: 
honor graduate of Johns Hopkins, Har- 
vard law degree, clerk to Supreme 
Court Justice Holmes, prot6g£ of Su- 
preme Court Justice Frankfurter, .at- 
tendant to President Roosevelt at the 
Yalta Conference, secretary-general of 
the charter convention of the United 
Nations. 

Hiss and Chambers were such oppo- 
sites that when it was discovered 
they had been friendly acquaintances 
in the mid-1930’s and that Hiss had 
done certain favors for Chambers — 
even to letting him stay in his house 
and giving him an old car — this was 
seen as reasonable grounds for suspi- 
cion that they had been up to no 
good together. 

In any event, the jury believed 
Chambers’s story, which, as John Cha- 
bot Smith tells once again in, "Alger 
Hiss: The True Story,” was this: 

Chambers had first met Hiss in 
1934 or 1935, at a time when Hiss 
was counsel to a Senate committee 
investigating' defense profiteers. Hiss 
was already a member of the Commu- 
nist Party and began at once transmit- 
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"remember” the stolen documents and 


ting secret Government documents 
through Chambers to a “Colonel By- 
kof” and "J. Peters." allegedly big 
shots in the Communist underground, 
who supposedly passed the material 
on to Soviet authorities. Later, when 
Hiss moved to the State Department, 
he continued to smuggle out goodies 
to Chambers: not the original doc- 
uments but photostats or handwritten 
memos or copies typed by Mrs. Hiss. 
In 1937 or 193S. Chambers decided 
to quit the Communist Party and 
tried to persuade Hiss to do the same, 
but he would not. Fearful that the 
Communists might kill him for defect- 
ing. Chambers put together a packet 
of the purloined material and hid 
it with his wife's nephew. This packet 
he considered his “life saver.” He 
let the Communist hierarchy know 
that if anything happened to him, 
his cousih would release it to authori- 
ties, thereby bringing down Hiss and 
a couple of other agents, with con- 
siderable embarrassment to the party. 

Chambers did not tell ' that story 
publicly until 1948, 10 years after 
he allegedly broke with the party. 
Nor did Chambers tell his story exactly 
that way from the beginning. In fact, 
with each telling he added an embel- 
lishment, and sometimes reversed him- 
self entirely. At first he said that 
Hiss was not engaged in espionage 
but was only a sympathetic Commu- 
nist; at First he said nothing about 
the packet of documents. Only later, 
when Hiss sued him for libel for 
calling him a Communist, did Cham- 
bers say that Hiss had been involved 
in espionage; only then did Chambers 


produce them. 

The Hiss case was terribly divisive. 
Friends fell out over it. The left was 
split, some liberals claiming that Hiss 
was the victim of a conspiracy and 
that his martyrdom was the founda- 
tion for the McCarthy era, some claim- 
ing that he was guilty as hell and de- 
served punishment for giving sub- 
stance to the warnings of the 
right wing. They were certainly 
right on that last point; Richard Nixon 
made his reputation as the one mem- 
ber of the House Un-American Activi- 
ties Committee most devoted to 
Chambers. Later Nixon- would write 
with satisfaction, “The -Hiss case, for 
the first time, forcibly demonstrated 
to the American people that domestic 
Communism was a real and present 
danger to the security of the nation.’’ 

Hiss partisans, though critically 
handicapped by the Government’s re- 
fusal until recently to release F.B.l. 
files on the case, have never quit try- 
ing to prove Hiss the victim of a 
frame-up. John Chabot Smith’s effort 
is in the direct lineage of Fred Cook’s 
‘The Unfinished Story of Alger Hiss,” 
Meyer Zeligs’s "Friendship and Fratri- 
cide” and Hiss’s own account. "In the 
Court of Public Opinion.” Smith draws 
from these, as he has from Chambers’s 
autobiography, “Witness,” but he also 
interviewed widely, studied the court 
records and revived his own memories 
of the two trials. He covered them 
for The New York Herald Tribune. 

As a basic partisan study. "Alger 
Hiss: The True Story” is useful and 
readable, admirably devoid of bombast 
and tears. There is some new stuff; 


Innocent, a new 
book says — 

guilty, another will say — 
and the trial goes on 


Smith reveals that Hiss’s stepson was 
at one time a homosexual and thereby. 

I suppose, suggests a method by which 
Chambers, also a homosexual, may 
have blackmailed Hiss into some de- 
gree of cooperation. In reviewing this 
book fcr The Wall Street Journal, 
Sidney Hook described Smith as a 
“fanatical partisan.” He is not at all 
fanatical: his fault is more in the 
direction of being a half-hearted parti- 
san. 

None of the book’s virtues can 
overcome, nor its faults equal, 
however, its one basic shortcoming. • 
which is that "The True Story” was 
obsolete, through no fault of Smith’s, 
before it got off the press. It was 
written without reference to the 15,000 
pages of material relating to the Hiss 
case that were released by the F.B.l. 
a few months ago, after the agency 
was sued under the Freedom of Infor- 
mation Act. These 15,000 pages, when 
properly analyzed by the several Hiss 
case scholars now pouring over them, 
will change the story significantly. 

Smith’s book may inspire them to 
work faster. Already one of these 
scholars. Prof. Allen Weinstein, has 
shown that Smith is capable of stirring 
up a remarkable amount of bile by 
reviewing “The True Story” in the 
April 1 issue of The New York Review 
of Books. Weinstein, who apparently 
thinks Hiss was guilty, despised it, 
picked it apart, sometimes unfairly. 
Weinstein thinks Hiss was a liar — per- 
haps not as big a liar as Chambers 
but a liar on some very important 
points — and he lit into Hiss with such 
enthusiasm and authority that his at- 
tack made the front pages of The 
New York Times and The Washington 
Post. Because Weinstein has access 
to those 15,000 F.B.l. documents and 
Smith didn’t, he is considered the 
superior expert and the masters of 
the front page gave him the headlines 
and the space. The Times placed Hiss’s 
reply on the front page as well. 

Which may have been proper. But 
in doing so they missed the most 
striking feature of Weinstein’s review: 
for some reason — and Hiss partisans 
are entitled to be suspicious as to 
why — Weinstein made very little use 
of those newiy-available 15,000 pages. 
More to the point. he did 
not refer to the documents at 
all to answer the most important 
question .raised by Smith’s book: Was 
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a fake typewriter used in some 
way to frame Hiss? 

The Woodstock typewriter. 
Serial No. 230,099, was the 
heart of the case. 

The background: Mrs. Hiss’s 
father, Thomas Fansler, bought 
a Woodstock typewriter in the 
late 1920’s to use at his Phila- 
delphia insurance agency. When 
Fansler retired in the early 
1930’s he gave Mrs. Hiss the 
Woodstock. She continued to 
use the machine until 1937 but 
then it was (says Hiss) ‘‘in 
poor condition . . . some of the 
keys stuck, and the roller had 
to be turned directly by hand," 
so she gave it to her maid, 
Claudia Catlett. 

When Chambers came for- 
ward in 1948 with the docu- 
ments (called the “Baltimore 
documents”) that he accused 
Hiss of copying from State De- 
partment material smuggled 
out of his office, a two- 
pronged search was immedi- 
ately launched both by the Gov- 
ernment and Hiss’s attorneys. 
Both sides tried to find ma- 
terial typed by Mrs. Hiss in 
the 1930’s (called the ‘‘Hiss 
standards”), to see if it matched 
the typing on the Baltimore 
documents. And both sides 
scrambled furiously to see if 
they could locate the Wood- 


stock machine itself. 

April 16, 1949, six weeks be- 
fore Hiss’s first trial was to be- 
gin, Hiss’s attorneys announced 
that they had found the type- 
writer, Woodstock Serial No. 
230,099. It had been with the 
Catletts all along. Previously 
Hiss had told the grand jury, 
and other offical inquirers, that 
he could not remember how or 
where the typewriter had been 
disposed of; and it was of this 
claim that Weinstein (citing a 
letter from one of Hiss’s law- 
yers to another of Hiss’s 
lawyers as proof of perfidy) 
now writes, “Hiss lied repeat- 
edly on this crucial question.” 

But, except as it may reflect 
on Hiss’s candor, it wasn’t a 
crucial question at all. The tru- 
ly crucial question was then, 
and remains: Was the typewri- 
ter that Hiss retrieved from 
the Catletts and brought into 
court the same typewriter that 
Mrs. Hiss had given the Catletts 
11 years earlier? Was it the 
same typewriter, in other 
words, that Mr. Fansler had 
given Mrs. Hiss in the .early 
1 930’s? 

If it wasn’t, it could mean 
that somebody — the F.B.I.? 
H.U.AC.? the Communist Par- 
ty? — had spirited the original 
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away to commit forgery, re- 
piacing it with another Wood- 
stock. Smith offers a variety 
of possible conspiracies, and 
Weinstein in. his New York 
Review of Books review re- i, 
ceives them with undisguised i 
ridicule. But this is the new ' 
Weinstein, the Weinstein of 
19 76. 

The Weinstein of 1971, in 
a much more closely reasoned 
article in The American Scho- 
lar, allowed for the possibility 
of conspiracy. He argued that 
if the Hiss defense could prove 
“that the F.B.I. had possession 
of the original Woodstock be- 
fore Hiss’s attorneys found Se- 
rial No. 230,099 or were led 
to it,” this would “indicate 
that the bureau could have” 
used the machine to forge the | 
Baltimore documents or to ; 
manufacture a phony duplicate : 
Woodstock — a kind of fabrica- 
tion that Weinstein acknow- 
ledged “had become standard 
procedure in the repertoire of 
espionage agencies by the time 
of the Second- World War.” 
(His emphasis).’ 

Did the F.B.I. have the origi- 
nal Woodstock typewriter be- 
fore Hiss’s attorneys found 
Woodstock Serial No. 230,099? 

Clue 1: The New York Times 
reported in December 1948, 
four months before Serial No. 
230,099 surfaced, that the F.B.I. 
and H.U.A.C. investigators had ! 
already found the Woodstock \ 
they were looking for. Clue 
2: Representative John R. Me- 
Dowell, a member of H.U.A.C. ; 
in 1948, wrote a letter giving 
“a generous amount of cre- 
dit. . . to the F.B.I. for finding | 
the typewriter. . . .” Clue 3: j 
Congressman Nixon placed in ; 
the Congressional Record on- 
Sept. 18, 1950, an article from 
the American Weekly Maga- 
zine, written by Win Brooks j 
with the assistance of J. Edgar j 
Hoover and Thomas Murphy, \ 
prosecutor in the Hiss trials, 
in which Brooks stated: “The 
material evidence was that 
some documents were in Hiss’s 
handwriting and others had 
been typed on an old typewri- 
ter Hiss once owned and which 
the F.B.I. had located.” (Em- ; 
phasis added.) Clue 4: When 
Nixon’s book, “Six Crises,” was 
first published in 1962, he told 
how the F.B.I. had found the 
Hiss typewriter on Dec. 13 
1948 — four months before 
Hiss’s attorneys laid their 
hands on what they thought 
was the right Woodstock — and 
how an F.B.I. expert “typed 
exact copies of the incriminat- 
ing documents on the old 
Woodstock machine and had 
them flown up to New York 
as exhibits for members of the 



grand jury to see.” The F.B.i. 
agent took his evidence to the 
grand jury on Dec. 15, the 
last day df its term, wrote 
Nixon. In the nick of time, 
Hiss was thus indicted. 

It was a snappy little episode 
to stick into “Six Crises,” but 
it had one drawback for Nix- 
on’s purposes: it clearly raised 
the question of fraud. How 
could the Government have had 
the Woodstock machine on 
Dec. 13-15, 1948, when the 
F.B.I. was allegedly still looking 
for it at the time Hiss obtained 
the Woodstock machine from 
his former servant on April 
16, 1949? “Six Crises” had 
hardly hit the bookstalls before 
sharp-eyed critics began ask- 
ing that very question. After 
a couple of weeks of embar- 
rassed silence, Nixon put out 
a press release saying he had 
been in error. It was, he said, 

| the fault of a bungling re- 
searcher. How could he blame 
a “researcher” when he, Nixon, 
had been right in the center 
of the investigation at the time 
and must have been intimately 
privy to every development? 
In subsequent editions of “Six 
Crises” Nixon reversed his ac- 
count of the typewriter’s dis- 
covery. Now he asked history 
to adapt itself to his assurance 
that the F.B.I. had not found 
the Woodstock. 

Maybe. The recently released 
FB.I. files do contain some 
very 'interesting memos that 
would seem to indicate the 
Bureau was officially in the 
dark and earnestly hunting for 
the typewriter up to and be- 
yond the time Hiss announced 
he had found it. But equally 
important, the files show the 
F.B.I. was aware that Hiss had 
found the wrong machine. 

A memorandum from J. Edgar 
Hoover, dated Feb. 17, 1949, 
(which was before the defense 
found its Woodstock) states 
that the pertinent serial range 
for the typewriter his agents 
should be looking for was 145,- 
000 to 204,500. That serial 
range covered the period when 
the Fansler-Hiss machine was 
manufactured. 

The F.B.I. files also contain 
an “urgent” teletype message, 
dated May 17, 1949 — which 

was after the defense lawyers 
found Woodstock Serial No. 
230,099 but before the trial 
began — in which an F.B.I. agent 
named Boardman reported to 
Hoover. “It Is desired to point 
out in the event that this has 
not previously been considered 
that the definite possibility ex- 
ists this typewriter [that Hiss 
had obtained from his former 
servant] is not the one Priscilla 
Hiss received from her father, 
Thomas Fansler. The investiga- 
tion to date has established 


tnat me ransier-ivxartin part- 
nership purchased a Woodstock 
; typewriter in 1927,” and that 

the record of the manufacturer 

| “makes it apparent that 230,- 

099. . . would have been manu- 
; factured in [19]29. . . If Wood- 
j stock 230,099 should actually 
j develop to be the former Fan- 
sler-Martin typewriter, then rec- 
ords of factory and trade man- 
ual would appear to be inaccu- 
rate. . . 

If one is willing to give any 
weight to the discrepancies in 
the serial numbers — weight 
that the F.B.I. was giving at 
the time — then one must at 
least acknowledge that Hiss 
and Smith are completely rea- 
sonable to suggest that two 
typewriters are involved in this 
case. But, if one acknowledges 
this, then one must go on to 
acknowledge that the second 
Woodstock must have been, 
or may have been, used to 
! frame Hiss — either by typewri- 
j ter forgery or some other ho- 
cus-pocus (Hiss partisans have 
a number of theories, most 
of them touched on in Smith’s 
. book, but they are too compli- 
j cated to go into here). 

But who- were the framers? 

If the F.B.I. was not involved 
as a Bureau in the discovery 
of the machine in Dec. 1948, 
who- was? The House Un-Amer- 
ican Activities Committee had 
its own investigators beating 
the bushes, too. Were they 
the ones who located the 
Woodstock? 

In the White House-approved 
transcriptions of the Nixon 
tapes, on pages 78-79, one finds 
. Nixon bragging to John Dean 
about past exploits. This ex- 
change is worth noting: 

“P: When you talk to Klein- 
dienst because I have raised 
this [inaudible] thing with him 
on the Hiss case — he has for- 
gotten, I suppose. Go back and 
read the first chapter of ‘Six 
Crises.’ But I know, as I said, 
that was espionage against the 
nation, not against the partv. 
F.B.I., Hoover, himself, who's 
a friend of mine said, ‘I’m 
sorry I have been ordered not 1 
to cooperate with you’ and ! 
they didn’t give us one [adjec- r 
tive omitted] thing. I conducted I 
that investigation with two I 
[characterization omitted] .com- 
mittee investigators — that 
stupid — they were tenacious. 

We got it done. Then we 
worked that thing. We then 
got the evidence, we got the 
typewriter, we got the Pumpkin 
Papers. We got all of that 
ourselves. The F.B.I. did not 
cooperate. The Justice Depart- 
ment did not cooperate. . . .” 
(Emphasis added.) 

Who does he mean by “we”? 

It’s baffling. From 1950 to 1962 
we find people on the inside, 
including Nixon, giving the 


|.j F.B.I. credit for finding the 
f! : i Woodstock. Then we find Nix- 
on privately damning the F.B.I. 
fcl for not assisting and claiming 
Sy j that a ^.mysterious “we” found 
it first. But it must be remem- 
bered that the F.B.I. was never 
as monolithic as it appeared 
j: from the outside. The left hand 

' - did not always know what the 
K ; right hand was doing, and the 
: official position was not always 
: the active position. In 1950 
J. Edgar Hoover was operating 
under a President who had 
no high regard for either Hoov- 
er personally or his Bureau 
and who had publicly stated 
that the Hiss case was a “red 
herring.” It’s no wonder that 
the politicized Justice Depart- 
ment gave H.U.A.C. little assist- 
ance. But what the F.B.I. was 
doing on the side to assist 
the H.U.A.C. investigators is 
another matter. 

In any event, there is 
evidence that Government offi- 
cials found "the” Woodstock 
before the Hiss hunters found 
“a” Woodstock. 

Needless to say, the F.B.I. 
did not mention at either Hiss 
trial that there was something 
suspicious about Woodstock Se- 
rial No. 230,099, something that 
didn’t jibe With the manufactu- 
; rer’s own records. 

That kind of conduct we 
have learned to expect from 
the F.B.I. But it is surprising 
that Weinstein, whose reputa- 
tion as an expert in the Hiss 
case rests primarily on his suc- 
cess in helping dislodge 
Government documents via 
lawsuits, should ignore the 
y- - evidence that the dislodged 15,- 
000 pages have made available. 

Although he was \%ry inter- 
ested in the evidence of two 
typewriters when he was writ- 
ing in 1971, he apparently no 
longer is. Now he puts 
it this way: “By mid-De- 

i cember 1948, F.B.I. experts had 
already identified Chambers’s 
documents as having been 
typed on the same Woodstock 
that Mrs. Hiss used during the 
193Q’s to type some personal 
correspondence which the 
Bureau had turned up. If the 
typewriter itself could be locat- 
ed, the F.B.I. experts might 
show conclusively that it had 
produced Chambers’s doc- 
uments. The F.B.I. made an 
intense but unsuccessful hunt 
for the, typewriter, but it was 
Hiss’s lawyers who eventually 
found it and produced it at 
the first trial.” 

Weinstein totally ignores all 
these recorded references to 
the finding of the Woodstock. 
Reviewing Smith’s book he 
sweeps over this intriguing 
question in an incredibly airy 
fashion, making no mention of 
the first edition “Six Crises” 


comments, no mention ot the 
White House tape comments, 
and no mention of , the new 
F.B.I. material. 

Of course, it can be argued 
that 15,000 pages is a lot of 
stuff to plow through and that 
perhaps he hadn’t got to these 
particular memos regarding the 
typewriter when he wrote his 
review for The New York Re- 
view of Books. But one must 
point out that he didn’t need 
to read all 15,000 pages to 
be aware, of these memos. He 
needed only to keep abreast 
of current literature on the 
case. ' 

In a letter to the editor of 
Commentary magazine, last 
December, Peter H. Irons, a 
member of the University of 
Massachusetts political science 
faculty, who has also forced 
the F.B.I. and the State Depart- 
ment to give him hitherto 
secret documents, wrote: 
“What now. seems evident is 
that the F.B.I., during its search 
for the typewriter, concluded 
that the real Hiss typewriter 
could not have been the one 
introduced at the trials. The 
F.B.I. located the salesman who 
sold the typewriter to Hiss’s 
father-in-law (who had given it 
to Hiss around 1930), discov- 
ered that he had resigned from 
the typewriter company in late 
1927, and noted in a report 
(which was not introduced at 
the trials) that ‘it would appear, 
therefore, that the serial num- 
ber of the typewriter . . . 
would be less than 177,000.’ 
The typewriter found by Hiss, 
then, could not be the one 
on which the incriminating doc- 
uments were typed, if they 
were typed on the original Hiss 
typewriter. And if they were 
typed on Woodstock Serial No. 
230,099, then both the doc- 
uments and typewriter must 
have been forged later than 
1938 to match the ‘Hiss stand- 
ards’ (the letters undeniably 
typed by Mrs. Hiss on the 
original Woodstock). All of 
which is obviously confusing, 
but the F.B.I. report seriously 
questions the provenance of 
the typewriter and the authen- 
ticity of the documents turned 
over by Chambers.” 

Has Weinstein’s reaction been 
distorted by pique? If so, it 
is possible to sympathize in 
one respect. In 1971 he wrote, 
“At neither trial did Hiss’s at- 
torneys question the assertion 
that the Baltimore documents 
had been typed on the Hisses’ 
Woodstock machine. Nor did 
the defense challenge the single 
F.B.I. expert, Ramos Feehan, 
who testified at both trials 
that errors and similarities in 
typing on all but one of the 
Baltimore documents, when 
compared to samples of Mrs. 



Hiss’s typing, established her 
Woodstock as their source. The 
defense did not even employ 
its own documents analyst at 
the trials, nor did it have ex- 
perts examine the typewriter 
(Serial No. 230,099) in ques- 
tion.” 

In writing this, Weinstein was 
apparently relying only on the 
standard published studies of 
the trial up to that time, which 
i all do indeed give the impres- 
: sion that the Hiss side just 
let the Government have its 
way without a fight. But there 
was in fact a fight going on 
behind the scenes. Hiss and 
his attorneys were scrambling 
like mad to find their own 
experts that they could hail 
into court and have testify that 
there was a difference between 
the Baltimore documents and 
the Hiss standards. They had 
experts, all right; the only 
trouble was, their experts all 
agreed with Feehan, or at least 
they refused to disagree with 
him, so naturally they were 
quietly paid off and dismissed. 
Only later did Hiss’s attorneys 
come up with experts — and 
quite impressive ones, top — 
who were able to develop the 
kind of evidence that could do 
Hiss any good. Smith doesn’t 
exactly “brush aside” the first 
batch of non-productive ex- 
perts, as Weinstein accuses him 
of doing, but he does give them 
swift treatment, while lingering 
with partisan care on the 
evidence 'developed by the sec- 
ond batch. 

Now that Weinstein has had 
the opportunity to go through 
the Hiss papers and has seen 
documents and letters showing 
the trouble the defense was 
having with their first experts, 
one can understand why he was 
a bit put out that none of this 
was mentioned in earlier books, 
particularly in Hiss’s own book, 
and that he and the rest of 
the public had been kept in 
the dark — for what reason? — 
on this point. 

In 1971 Weinstein called the 
discrepancy between the evid- 
ence of Chambers’s real quit- 
date, when he actually left the 
Communist Party, and the 
dates on the Baltimore docu- 
ments “the episode’s central 
mystery.” But his review of 
Smith’s book in 1976 does not 
mention it at all. In five short 
years the “central mystery” 
seems to have quite disap- 
peared from his mind. Perhaps 
he intends to revive it in his 
own book that is reportedly 
scheduled for publication later 
this year. 

Some of the most persistent 
questions in the case center 
on Chambers. His status as 
a Communist courier has never 
been clear; certainly the stuff 


he turned up with as evidence; say, those are not -the usual 
of other people’s espionage was qualifications for a Time editor, 
trivial enough— papers relating and yet Chambers got the job 
to a 1917 Browning machine; and in few years was a senior 
gun, a memo relating to a fire ;V editor of great ‘influence, sped-’ 
extinguisher, et cetera. His re- fically in turning Time’s policy 
lationship with Hiss is just face toward the cold war. 

as much a mystery as it ever One must wonder — and hope 

was. In his book, “Witness,” ; ; that those now going through 

Chambers, with his usual the F.B.I. files will find some 

hyperbole, says “Alger Hiss anr clues to an answer — if Cham- 

his wife X had come to regar bers was quite such a stranger 

as friends as close as a man,. . to Luce, or to the friends of 

ever makes in life,” but as . Luce in Government during his 

Smith points out — and as Wein- ■■■ days as a Communist courier, 

stein also used to point out — . . One must wonder specifically 

Chambers was full of wrong: if the job at Time was not his 

information about his “close.: payoff as an informer, 

friend”; he erroneously testified,. The question us raised by 

that Hiss -was deaf in one ear, . something Nixon said in- one 

erroneously testified that this-. of his taped blatherings, page 

Hisses were teetotalers, errone- 36 of the official transcript, 

ously testified about the Hisses?/ He was talking with Dean 

church ties, erroneously de - about the possibility that Mark 

scribed Hiss’s stepson Timmy Felt, a top F.B.I. official, might 

as “a puny little boy.” spill the beans. But “if Felt 

But perhaps the biggest que-'S- turned public informer, Nixon 

tion of all that hangs over asked: 

Chambers is this: was he a “Who is going to hire him? 

double agent? Did he pretend; 

to be a Communist so that he 

could set up the right people! 

as patsies in such a way as to 

establish the frenzied anti-; 

Communist atmosphere that; 
people like Nixon and Henry 
Luce thrived in. 

I mention Henry Luce be- 
cause of the route by which 
Chambers came in from the 
cold. It was curious indeed. In 
1939 Chambers, like a lot of 
other Americans in those de- : 
pression days, was just about; 
flat broke. Having quit the . . 

Communist underground, he 
had no more income from that 
source and his translation work .: 
was infrequent,, to say the •' 
least. So one night in the 
spring of 1939, Chambers 
writes in “Witness,” “my wife 
opened her purse and showed 
me that it contained less than, 
fifty, cents. It was all the 
money that we had. The rent 
was due or overdue. I had 
borrowed all that I could bor- 
row.” 

At that point providence, in 
the form of Henry Luce, beck- 
oned him to New York and 
gave him a job at $100 a week 
— a princely sum in 1939— as 
a book reviewer for Time. 

Strange indeed. Why did Luce 
pick Chambers? The streets of 
New York were full of experi- 
enced writers, first-rate writ- 
ers, some big-name writers, 
who needed work desperately. 

Why did Luce pass them over 
and take Chambers instead? 

— a man who, at the age of 
38, had never before held what 
he called “a real job,” a man 
who, as he later admitted at 
the Hiss trials, had .up to that 
point made a career out of 
lying and cheating. 

Contrary to what some may 


Let’s face it — the guy who goes 
out — he couldn’t do it unless 
~ he had a guarantee from some- 
body like Time Magazine who 
would say look we will give 
you a job for life. Then what 
do they do? He would go to 
a job at Life [magazine], and 
everyone would treat him like 
a pariah. He is in a very dan- 
gerous situation. These guys 
you know — the informers. Look 
what it did to Chambers. Cham- 
bers informed because he didn’t 
give [expletive deleted]. But 
then one of the most brilliant 
writers according to Jim Shep- 
ley we have ever seen in this 
country — and I am not refer- 
ring to the Communist issue — 
greatest writer of his time — 
about 30 years ago, probably 
Time’s best writer of the cen- 
tury — they finished him. Either 
way, the informer is not one 
in our society. Either way, that 
is the one thing people can’t 
survive.” S 



